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Commenting Party: Inge Cox, M.D 

Date of Comment(s): March 7, 2004 

Responses to Comment(s): 

 12-1a. Following the removal of the topside structure and debris, the caissons will be 
toppled in place to form the core of an area of hard bottom substrate that will 
meet the design standards of the California Department of Fish and Game.  The 
deteriorated concrete portions of the caissons will not be disturbed.  The 
caissons are to be toppled by exposing (four feet below the ocean floor) and 
severing (with shaped explosives located at the base of each caisson) the four 
steel “H” beams that form the core of each caisson.  Please refer to Section 2.1 
of Appendix H for a more detailed description of the condition of each of the 
caissons and Section 3.4.2, Toppling of Existing Caisson Structures at pages 3-
19 and 3-21 of the DEIR for additional detail. 

 12-1b. The Proposed Project will maintain the integrity of the caissons to: 1) reduce the 
level of impacts to the environment, e.g., the impacts identified in the document 
would need to be multiplied by the number of additional segments into which 
each caisson would be divided and such impacts would be more severe as 
concrete and rebar would have to be cut in the upper portions of each caisson; 
and 2) provide more stability for the hard bottom substrate than would be 
afforded by smaller pieces.  

 12-1c-e. As indicated in Response to Comment 12-1a above, the deteriorated concrete 
portions of the caissons will not be disturbed. 

 12-1f. The linear shaped charges are designed by JRC to sever steel of as much as 
1.75" thick. It is prudent engineering and planning to go into a demolition job of 
this nature with the clear understanding a steel member can be easily severed 
with only one charge whether it is in an "as-new" condition or degraded.   

 12-2. The well conductor pipe is associated with wells that were abandoned, as 
indicated and in the manner described in the HAZ-3 Discussion at page 4.5-4 of 
the DEIR, in 1953 and 1954.  There is neither indication nor record of any 
“leakage” from either of these wells.  The conductor pipe associated with Well 10 
(under the pier remnant) extends above the level of the ocean with its floor 
established by the concrete plug in the well, which begins at the sea floor.  The 
proposed operating procedures call for a vacuum hose to be inserted into the top 
of the conductor pipe to remove whatever substances may be present.  Any 
substance removed will be pumped into a sealed tank on board the Load Line 
Barge.  The conductor pipe associated with Well 7 extends only three feet above 
the top of the concrete plug, which also begins at the sea floor and extends 
downward.  Therefore, only sea water is present. 
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 12-3. The 69 piling remnants will be cut at or below the mudline as described in 

Section 3.4.3, Remnant Causeway Piling Removal on page 3-21 of the DEIR.  
The seafloor will be cleared of all debris prior to the installation of the four pilings 
and the hard bottom substrate material. 

 12-4. The closest active pipeline(s) within State Lease PRC-421 pass through the 
southwest corner, approximately 1,650 feet from the project site.  These 
pipeline(s) then pass to the northwest (in another lease) of the project site 
approximately 900 feet distant.  The Propose Project would use linear shaped 
charges which are highly specialized "cutting devices" that project the explosive 
reaction inward along a very narrow line.  They are not "shattering devices.  
Extensive calculations were prepared by JRC Corporation and presented in the 
application to the State Lands Commission.  These calculations indicate a very 
rapid dropoff in overpressure and therefore not affect thin-hulled project vessels 
at a distance of only 150 feet.  Pressure pipelines that are capable of 
withstanding substantially more force than experienced by a sea-going vessel will 
not be affected. 

  The figure shown in Appendix A of the DEIR appears to show more pipelines 
than the figure attached to the comment letter.  It may be possible that the 
County did not include the additional lines because they are not associated with 
Veneco Ellwood Facilities. 

 12-5. Please refer to the above response. 

 12-6. As indicated in Response to Comment 12-2, the offshore wells have been 
abandoned and will not be impacted by the Proposed Project or create any 
environmental impacts.  The nearshore well to which the commentor refers is 
“shut in”, i.e., an active well that is not being produced, which also will not be 
affected by the use of the designated charges. 

 12-7. Please refer to Response to Comment 12-4.  In addition, the referenced line is 
not located within any area to be affected by activities or impacts of the Proposed 
Project and is not covered by the DEIR for these reasons. 

 12-8. The issues addressed by Ms. Horn of the Energy Division, County of Santa 
Barbara, are covered in Sections 4.4, 4.7, 4.6, and 4.5 of the DEIR respectively.   

 12-9. The Platform Holly Redrill Project was approved by the CSLC in September 2001 
and modified by the Commission in August 2003 based on a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration that was prepared and circulated for public review pursuant to the 
CEQA. 

 12-10. As indicated in Response to Comment 12-2 above, there have been no 
hydrocarbon releases to date from the abandoned wells and the Proposed 
Project will not affect such wells. The only sources of potential hydrocarbon spills 
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are limited to project vessels and on-board equipment during pier removal 
activities. This potential is discussed in BIO-3 beginning at page 4.4-48 of the 
DEIR. 

  The DEIR, in BIO-2 at page 4.4-47, discusses the potential impacts of 
suspended sediments on biological resources and concludes that, “By following 
the protective measures outlined in the Wildlife Protection Plan (Appendix J), the 
impacts of the Proposed Project are considered not to be significant.” 

 12-11. The impact of noise on marine wildlife is evaluated in BIO-1 on pages 4.4-40 to 
4.4-47 of the DEIR.  Although the analysis concludes, based on the noted 
discussion, that “the impact of the Proposed Project is not considered to be 
significant with additional precautions specified on page 4.4-47. 

 12-12. Appendix J of the DEIR, Wildlife Protection Plan, states that there is no directly 
comparable noise measurement data that can be applied to the pile driving 
proposed in association with the Proposed Project.  However, the Wildlife 
Protection Plan provides for the gradual ramping up of the pile driving operation 
to provide warning to marine wildlife.   Section 4.11, Monitoring Pile Driving 
Operations, specifies the nature and extent of the sound monitoring required and 
provides for the modification of the initially designated hazard zone accordingly. 

 12-13. The aesthetic impact of the Proposed Project is evaluated in Section 4.7, 
Aesthetics, of the DEIR.  The platforms were designed to be above the predicted 
crest of the 100-year wave as a prudent engineering measure, as described in 
Section 3.4.5, Bird Roosting/Nesting Platform Construction of the DEIR.  The use 
of 100-year conditions is required by many codes, such as the American 
Petroleum Institute (API), American Bureau of Shipping (ABS), etc.  A shorter 
structure would not be as transparent to the waves since the platforms would 
then be within the wave regime themselves.  This would dramatically increase 
the forces on the pile, and may render the minimalist structures infeasible.  
Please refer also to Figure 4.7.3 following page 4.7-16 of the DEIR for a visual 
comparison of the existing and proposed structures. 

 12-14. Gray whale migration has been considered and the Proposed Project has been 
designed accordingly, specifically, “The project will be timed to avoid the 
California gray whale migration (November 30th to June 1st).”  See page 4.4-44 of 
the DEIR.  We are not aware of hazards to whales associated with piles being 
placed too close together on a subsea structure. This project consists of four 
widely spaced (perhaps 50 feet or more) piles.   

 12-15. The phone number for the California Office of Emergency Services (OES) 
provided in Appendix M will be corrected in the ARCO Oil Spill Contingency Plan.  
OES headquarters indicates they have consolidated and the Los Alamitos 
telephone contact: (562) 795-2900 should now be used. 
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 12-16. Essential phone numbers of those parties that are to be contacted are provided 

on page 2 of the Oil Spill Contingency Plan, including those of the OES (State) 
and the National Response Center (federal).  These entities are charged with 
notifying other related State or federal agencies. 

 12-17. Please refer to Responses to Comment 12-2 and 12-10.  As described in 
Appendix M, the Proposed Project includes an on-site response capability that 
would ”provide immediate response to large spills”.  However, in the unlikely 
event of such a spill, this capability would be employed until Clean Seas arrival. 

 12-18. Figure 1-2 is a regional and site location map and is not intended to show the 
land uses of the project area, but rather the general location of the project site.  
Figure 1-3 is an aerial photo of the project site which shows project area land 
uses, such land uses are identified and described in the impact assessment 
sections as appropriate, e.g., Section 4.6, Noise, and 4.7, Aesthetics of the 
DEIR. 

 12-19. GEO-7 on page 4.1-14 of the DEIR evaluates the changes in nearshore 
sediment drift and beaches.  The evaluation concludes that no significant impact 
to beaches would result from the Proposed Project. 

 12-20. Please see the discussion of the project background in Section 2.1, which 
describes the Project’s history. 
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